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STATEMENT  OF  THE  FACULTY 


OF   THE 


DEPARTMENT    OF    MEDICINE    AND    SURGERY 

OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  MICHIGAN. 


To  the  American  Medical  Association: 

The  Faculty  of  the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the 
University  of  Michigan,  respectfully  submit  the  following  statement 
of  the  relation  of  their  school  to  the  "College  of  Homeopathy"  and 
to  the  profession  of  the  State  in  which  their  school  is  situated. 

It  is  probably  known  to  all  of  you  that  in  May,  1875,  homeopathy 
was  admitted  into  the  State  University  after  an  opposition  on  the 
part  of  the  regular  Medical  Faculty  and  Board  of  Regents  lasting  more 
than  twenty  years.  The  relation  of  homeopathy  in  the  University  is 
such  that  while  the  regular  Faculty  are  not  called  upon  to  recommend 
homeopathic  students  for  graduation,  but  are  left  free  to  say,  as  they 
publicly  do,  that  no  believer  in  an  exclusive  system  is  a  fit  person  to 
practice  medicine,  they  are  required  to  teach  such  students  anatomy, 
physiology,  chemistry,  obstetrics  and  surgery,  and  to  see  that  they  are 
proficient  in  these  branches  before  they  are  allowed  to  graduate  from 
the  homeopathic  college. 

In  order  that  you  may  fully  understand  the  nature  of  the  struggle 
of  the  Faculty  and  Regents  to  keep  homeopathy  out  of  the  University, 
we  subjoin  the  following  history  of  it,  as  stated  in  the  report  of  the 
Committee  of  Nine  appointed  at  the  last  meeting  of  the  State  Society. 
This  report,  although  not  so  full  as  might  be  desired,  we  copy,  because 
in  view  of  the  action  of  that  committee,  their  statement  cannot  be 
suspected  of  being  biased  in  favor  of  either  the  Faculty  or  Regents: 

REPORT  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  NINE. 

To  ih'  Mid""/  Society  of  ilf  State  of  Michigan: 

Your  committee,  to  whom  lias  been  referred  the  various  matters 
affecting  tie'  relations  of  this  State  society  and  the  medical  profession 
of  the  Stale  to  the  medical  department  of  the  University,  beg  leave  to 
report  thai  they  have  given  careful,  even  anxious  thought  to  the  mat- 
ter so  referred,  to  the  end  that,  if  possible,  a  solution  of  existing  diffi- 
culties may  be  proposed  which,  if  adopted,  shall  damage  no  great 
interest,  sacrifice  no  honor,  nor  compromise  the  dignity  of  medical 
science  in  the  State. 


The  present  position  of  the  medical  department  of  the  University 
and  our  relatons  to  it  bristle  with  difficulties — difficulties  springing, 
on  the  one  hand,  from  the  legal  relations  of  the  school  t«>  the  Legisla- 
ture and  to  the  Board  of  Regents  and,  on  the  other  hand,  from  the  unwil- 
lingness of  the  profession  to  hold  any  parley  or  make  any  compromise  with 
irregular  medicine. 

The  controversy  arises,  as  all  know,  from  the  establishment  by 
the  Legislature  and  the  Board  of  Regents  of  a  homeopathic  medical 
college  (so  called)  in  the  University. 

For  the  better  understanding  of  our  brethren  in  this  and  other 
States,  of  the  existing  "situation,"  your  committee  present  the  follow- 
ing succinct  statement  of  the  facts  in  history  of  the  movement  which 
has  resulted  in  this  new  (so  called)  college  of  homeopathy. 

Before  stating  these  facts,  however,  it  may  be  well  to  say  that,  by 
the  constitution  of  our  State  the  Board  of  Regents  "leave  the  general 
supervision  of  (he  University,  and  the  direction  and  control  of  all  expendi- 
tures from  the  University  interest  fund."  This  University  fund  and  the 
students'  fees,  together,  constitute  a  fund  absolutely  under  the  control 
of  the  Regents;  but,  as  the  University  has  been  expanded  and  is  now 
managed,  this  fund  is  only  about  half  what  is  required  to  defray  the 
annual  expenditures  of  the  institution.  For  this  additional  amount 
the  Board  are  compelled  to  look  to  the  appropriations  of  the  State 
Legislature;  and  in  making  these  appropriations,  to  meet  the  pressing 
wants  of  the  school,  the  law  making  power  has,  from  time  to  time, 
seen  lit  to  couple  its  bounty  with  conditions,  upon  compliance  with 
which,  by  the  Board  of  Regents,  the  money  could  be  drawn  from  the 
State  treasury.  In  several  instances,  the  Legislature  has  made  use  of 
its  power  of  appropriating  money,  to  practically  invade  the  constitu- 
tional function  of  the  Regents,  as  the  controlling  power  of  the  insti- 
tution and  to  dictate  to  them  in  matters  not  legally  within  its  sphere. 

Beginning  in  1855,  it  passed  an  act  providing  for  at  least  one  pro- 
fessor of  homeopathy  in  the  University. 

The  Regents  refusing  to  comply  with  this  legislative  requirement, 
the  Supreme  Court  in  1856  was  asked,  by  a  mandamus,  to  compel  its 
observance.  But  the  mandamus  was  refused  by  the  court,  for  reasons, 
in  this  instance,  not  necessary  to  enumerate. 

In  1867  another  act  was  passed,  appropriating  l-20th  of  a  mill  on 
each  dollar  of  the  taxable  property  of  the  State,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
University,  provided,  the  Regents  would  comply  with  the  law  of  1855, 
and  establish  one  homeopathic  professorship. 

The  Regents  agreed  to,  and  did  appoint  two  such  professorships  to 
be  located  at  some  point  outside  of  Ann  Arbor.  But  the  Auditor  Gen- 
eral refused  to  pay  the  money  appropriated  on  the  ground  that  this 
was  not  a  compliance  with  the  act,  The  Regents  now  asked  the  Su- 
preme Court,  by  mandamus  to  compel  the  Auditor  to  the  payment  of 
the  appropriation.  But  the  writ  was  refused,  the  court  being  equally 
divided  in  opinion. 

In  1869  a  mandamus  was  again  asked  of  the  court,  by  the  homeo- 
pathic interest,  to  compel  the  Regents  to  comply  with  the  original  act 
of  1855.  The  court  being  again  equally  divided,  the  request  was  again 
denied. 

In  1873,  the  Legislature  passed  another  act,  in  this  instance  with- 
out appropriation,  and  without  condition,  providing  lor  the  establish- 
ment of  two  professorships  of  hoinoepathy  by  the  Regents. 

As  before  the  Regents  refused  to  comply,  denying  the  power  of 
the  Legislature  to  control  them  in  their  management  of  the  Univer- 
sity . 

The  usual  effort,  by  mandamus,  to  compel  the  observance  of  the 
act,  was  made,  but  this  time  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  in 
which  the  University  is  situated,    The  court  decided  it  had  no  juris- 


diction  and  refused  the  prayer — also  refusing  to  grant  an  appeal  for 
the  reason  that,  having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  it  could  take  no 
action  from  which  to  appeal,  but  nothing  daunted,  and  with  a  zeal 
worthy  of  a  better  cause,  the  petitioners  again  besought  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  were  again  refused,  the  court  being  again  equally  divided, 
and  unchanged  in  the  opinions  formerly  expressed. 

But  in  April,  1875,  an  act  was  passed  authorizing  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents  to  establish  a  new  college  of  medicine  in  the  University — the 
homeopathic  college — and  made  an  annual  appropriation  of  $6,000  for 
the  purpose  of  sustaining  it. 

On  the  12th  of  May,  1875,  the  Regents  established  a  Homoepathic 
Medical  College  at  Ann  Arbor;  equipped  the  new  college  with  two 
professors — one  of  practice  and  one  of  therapeutics;  required  five  of 
the  former  professors — viz:  of  anatomy,  physiology,  surgery,  obstet- 
rics and  chemistry — to  supplement  the  deficiencies  of  the  new  depart- 
ment, and  to  become,  with  the  two  homoepathic  professors,  the  teach- 
ers of  registered  homeopathic  students,  and  with  this  requirement  the 
professors  named  have  complied. 

To  remove  one  difficulty  in  the  execution  of  this  plan,  the  former 
mode  of  granting  and  executing  diplomas  was  radically  changed  in 
every  department  of  the  University  ;  the  diplomas  of  each  depart- 
ment, instead  of  being  granted  and  signed  as  formerly  by  the  profes- 
sors of  the  several  departments,  are  now  granted  by  the  Board  of  Re- 
gents upon  certificates  of  proficiency  given  to  each  student  of  a  de- 
partment by  each  professor  of  that  department,  and  are  signed  "only 
by  the  'president  and  secretary"  of  the  Regents. 

Of  the  action  of  the  Medical  Faculty  in  accepting  or  acquiescing 
in  these  radical  changes  of  their  relations  to  the  medical  department, 
but  little  need  be  said.  It  has  been  a  subject  of  much  controversy — a 
controversy  which  it  is  now  useless  to  open — and  which,  if  reopened, 
will  not  aid  this  society  in  reaching  a  just  and  proper  conclusion  in  re- 
gard to  its  relations  to  the  medical  department  and  its  work.  It  is 
enough  to  say  that  Dr.  Sager,  of  the  Medical  Faculty,  and  for  many 
years  its  Dean,  has  refused  to  approve  or  accept  the  amalgamation  and 
has  resigned  his  position.  All  the  other  members  of  the  faculty  have 
remained — whether  because  they  approved  or  acquiesced  in  the  ar- 
rangement, it  is  not  important  to  inquire  ;  it  is  but  proper  to  state,  how- 
ever, that  no  evidence  lias  been  produced  which  shows  that,  as  a  faculty,  they 
relinquished,  in  any  degree,  their  opposition  to  the  introduction  of  homeopa- 
thy  into  the  institution,  bid  on  the  contrary,  we  have  their  personal  assnr- 
ance  that  v)hile  the  question  was  pending  in  the  Legislature,  they  refused  to 
make  concessions,  and  when  the  act  was  passed,  and  the  Regents  decided  to 
incorporate  tJie  new  department  into  the  University ,  the  situation  was  accepted 
by  the  hi  as  "  an  accomplished  fact,"  and  without  approval  or  disapproval. 

Having  thus  stated  all  the  facts  which  seem  to  be  pertinent  to  our 
inquiry,  and  which  are  needed  to  guide  the  action  of  this  society,  your 
committee  beg  leave  to  offer  a  few  suggestions,  and  which  seem  to 
them  to  be  important : 

First — The  expansion  of  the  University,  by  the  creation  of  many 
departments  not  self-sustaining,  creates  a  necessity  for  an  annual 
appropriation  by  the  Legislature  for  their  support  of  about  $4Q,000. 

Second — The  Legislature,  or  those  controlling  its  action,  from  time 
to  time  have  taken  advantage  of  this  annual  necessity  to  impose  con- 
ditions not  warranted  by  a  true  construction  of  Lheir  powers  upon  the 
Board  of  Regents. 

Third — The  wants  of  the  University  and  of  its  several  departments 
not  self-sustaining  have  induced  the  Board  of  Regents  to  yield  the  long- 
mooted  introduction  of  homeopathy  into  the  University. 

Fourth — The  Medical  Department  of  the  institution  has  been  the 


sacrifice  offered  to  appease  the  Legislature,  and  to  build  up  or  maintain 
other  departments. 

Fifth — That  State  management  of  theological  or  medical  schools 
will,  iii  the  nature  of  things,  be  disastrous  to  their  welfare,  if  not  ac- 
tually destructive  of  their  life. 

Sixth — That  it  remains  for  the  medical  profession  to  provide  for  its 
own  education,  and,  like  theologians,  to  conduct  its  own  schools  and 
take  care  of  its  own  interests. 

In  the  matter  of  admitting  as  members  of  this  society,  the  medical 
graduating  class  of  1S76,  or  members  of  it,  your  committee  beg  leave  to 
say  that  inasmuch  as  all,  or  nearly  all,  were  entered  students  in  the 
medical  department  of  the  University  before  the  establishment  of  the 
homeopathic  college,  and  inasmuch  also  as  no  homeopathic  students 
have  been  graduated  this  year,  it  is  recommended  that  they  be  admit- 
ted members  of  this  society  on  the  usual  conditions. 

Your  committee,  in  conclusion,  beg  leave  to  report  the  following 
resolutions  : 

Resolved,  That  we  are  not  content  with  the"  existing  situation  of 
the  medical  department  of  the  University,  because,  in  our  opinion,  it 
is  not  calculited  to  maintain  or  advance  medicine  as  a  science,  nor  is 
it  consistent  with  the  honor  or  interest  of  the  profession. 

Resolved,  That  a  State,  under  our  form  of  government,  cannot  suc- 
cessfully teach  either  medicine  or  theology,  and  that  the  medical  pro- 
fession ought  to  be  its  own  teacher  and  the  guardian  of  its  own  honor. 

Resolved,  That  we  regret  all  legislative  interference  with  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  University  as  unconstitutional,  wrong  in  its  principle 
and  harmful  in  its  results. 

Resolved,  That  section  4  of  the  constitution  of  this  State  Society  be 
amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows,  viz  :  "The  resident  members  shall 
be  elected  by  vote  of  a  majority  present  at  any  regular  meeting,  their 
eligibility  having  been  previous^  reported  upon  by  the  committee  on 
admission  ;  provided,  that  no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  fellowship 
who  practices,  or  who  professes  to  practice,  in  accordance  with  any  so- 
called  "  pathy"  or  sectarian  school  of  medicine,  or  who  has  recently 
graduated  from  a  medical  school  whose  professors  teach,  or  assist  in 
teaching  those  who  propose  to  graduate  in  or  practice  irregular  medi- 
cine." 

The  first  three  resolutions  were  adopted  by  the  Society.  The 
fourth,  being  an  amendment  to  the  constitution,  by  a  rule  of  the  Soci- 
ety had  to  lie  over  one  year. 

It  will  be  seen  by  this  report  that,  in  all  this  long  struggle,  the 
State  Medical  Society  do  not  claim  to  have  ever  offered  any  aid  in 
keeping  homeopathy  out  of  the  University.  Such  is  the  fact.  Although 
some  few  individuals  of  the  profession,  when  they  have  been  members 
of  the  Legislature,  have  opposed  the  passage  of  bills  requiring  the  in- 
troduction of  homeopathy  into  the  University,  they  have  sometimes 
voted  in  its  favor,  and  the  last  bill  that  was  passed  by  the  Legislature, 
the  one  with  which  the  Regents  complied,  received,  as  we  have  been 
informed,  the  affirmative  vote  of  all  the  regular  practitioners  in  the 
Legislature,  of  whom  there  were  five.  On  the  contrary  we  feel  constrained 
to  say  that  the  action  of  some  of  the  members  of  the  State  Society,  and,  the  re- 
cent action  of  the  society  as  a  whole,  have  been  the  influences  that  defeated  the 
medical  faculty  in  their  efforts  to  permanently  exclude  homeopathy  from  the 


University.  This  charge  we  would  not  have  brought  so  conspicuously 
before  you,  were  it  not  that,  by  the  recent  action  of  the  society,  we  are 
relieved  from  all  obligations  to  respect  personal  feelings,  and  justice 
to  ourselves,  and  the  cause  of  regular  medicine,  demands  that  the  sub- 
ject should  be  placed  in  its  true  light  before  the  profession  of  our  coun- 
try. 

The  attitude  of  the  society  is  well  represented  by  the  following  ex- 
tract from  a  letter  published  in  the  Detroit  Eeview  of  Medicine,  May, 
187(5  : 

Grand  Rapids,  March  25,  1876. 
Dr.  Breakey,  Secretary  Medical  Alumni  Association,  University  of  Mich.  : 

Dear  Doctor — At  the  meeting  of  the  State  Societ}T,  four  years  ago.  I 
read  an  article  showing  the  action  homeopaths,  not  only  in  this  State 
but  universally,  were  taking  to  establish  homeopathy  in  the  Universi- 
ty of  Michigan.  I  there  urged  the  immediate  and  consolidated  action 
of  the  profession  against  it.  I  was  informed  by  some  that  "  my  fears 
were  without  the  least  foundation,"  others  said  "  Don't  agitate  the 
question  ;  it  will  only  make  it  worse  ;"  another  rose  and  moved  "  that 
the  doctor  be  thanked  for  his  article,  but  it  was  impolitic  to  have  it  ap- 
pear on  the  minutes  of  the  society."  Thus  the  subject  was  dismissed, 
and  after  spending  three  days  in  deciding  that  a  doctor's  card  should 
read  simply,  "  Dr.  John  Doe,"  be  printed  on  2x4  cardboard,  in  long 
primer  type,  lest  some  youthful  aspirant  should  get  his  "light  from 
under  the  bushel,"  our  venerable  Rip  Van  Winkles  adjourned,  to  take 
another  nap.     **-*-*-**-**-/* 

(Signed.)  E.  W.  HUME. 

In  1873,  Dr.  Foster  Pratt,  of  Kalamazoo,  offered  the  following  reso- 
lution, which  was  unanimously  passed  by  the  Michigan  State  Medical 
Society,  at  its  session  in  Saginaw,  on  the  11th  of  June  : 

Resolved,  That  a  representative  committee  of  five  members  of 
this  society,  be  appointed  by  the  President,  to  confer  with  the  Board 
of  Regents  and  the  Medical  Faculty,  in  respect  to  the  relations  of  the 
Medical  Department  of  the  University,  to  the  medical  profession  of  the 
State,  and  in  respect  to  the  future  conduct  of  the  said  department  un- 
der any  contingencies,  necessitating  a  change  in  its  organization. 

The  President  of  the  society  believing  Dr.  Pratt  to  be  hostile  to 
the  Medical  Faculty,  departed  from  the  usual  custom,  and  made  Dr. 
E.  P.  Christian,  chairman  of  this  committee,  instead  of  Dr.  Pratt,  the 
mover  of  the  resolution. 

The  Regents  were  to  meet  on  June  24th,  to  make  a  final  decision 
whether  or  not  to  comply  with  a  law  passed  by  the  Legislature  in  1873, 
requiring  the  establishment  of  two  professors  of  homeopathy  in  the 
University.  From  the  wording  of  this  resolution,  the  friends  of  the 
University  Medical  School,  had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  chief  work 
of  this  committee  would  he  to  bring  before  the  Regents  a  vigorous  pro- 
test against  the  introduction  of  homeopathy.  On  the  morning  of  the 
appointed  day,  the  Regents  met,  but  the  mover  of  this  resolution  was 
not  ther<i.     Of  the  committee,  only  the  chairman  was  present. 
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Finding  the  question  under  consideration  by  the  Regents,  Dr. 
Christian  made  a  personal  remonstrance  against  the  recognition  of 
homeopathy.  After  a  prolonged  discussion  of  the  matter,  the  Regents 
voted  not.  to  comply  with  the  legislative  act— a  decision  which  in- 
volved two  long  and  expensive  suits  at  law,  as  will  be  seen  by  above 
report  of  Committee  of  Nine. 

When  Dr.  Pratt  and  other  members  of  that  committee  arrived,  late 
in  the  afternoon  of  that  day— fraught  with  events  so  important  to  reg- 
ular medicine  in  a  large  State— he  and  Dr.  Hitchcock  reproved  Dr. 
Christian  for  having  represented  to  the  Regents  that  the  State  Society 
objected  to  the  introduction  of  homeopathy  into  the  University,  saying 
that  it  was  no  part  of  the  business  of  that  committee.  In  the  evening 
he  read  before  the  Regents  the  majority  report  of  that  committee, 
which  starts  out  with  the  assertion  that  their  mission  did  not  regard 
any  "'contingencies  that  may  affect  the  internal  organization'  of  the 
medical  school  under  your"  (the  Regents')  "  charge."  The  report  then 
went  on  to  slur  the  Faculty,  and  had  a  tendency  to  weaken  their  influ- 
ence with  the  Regents  of  the  University. 

Still  further  did  the  State  Medical  Society  contribute  to  the  present 
mode  of  introduction  of  homeopathy  into  the  University  by  zealously 
urging  upon  \he  Legislature  a  bill  authorizing  a  board  of  censors  to  be 
appointed  by  the  Governor  of  the  State,  the  members  to  be  selected 
equally  from  among  eclectic,  homeopathic  and  regular  practitioners. 
A.11  the  members  of  this  board  were  to  meet  on  equal  and  fraternal 
relations,  and  examine  all  who  should  hereafter  enter  upon  practice 
in  this  State.  By  the  provisions  of  this  bill  all  the  regular  practitioners 
of  this  board  were  to  unite  with  the  homeopaths  to  recommend  all 
homeopaths  who  passed  a  successful  examination  before  them  in 
"normal  and  morbid  anatomy,  physiology,  sanitary  science,  mechan- 
ical and  operative  surgery,  chemistry,  medical  jurisprudence,  and 
toxicology,"  as  competent  physicians,  worthy  the  full  confidence  and 
patronage  of  the  citizens  of  this  State.  On  this  committee  were  Drs. 
Foster  Pratt  and  G.  K.  Johnson,  who,  as  members  of  the  Committee  of 
Nine,  sought  to  disgrace  the  Medical  Faculty  of  the  University  for 
acquiescing  in  an  arrangement  in  no  way  compromising  the  dignity 
of.  our  profession,  and  which  does  not  require  of  them,  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  recommend  homeopaths  as  suitable  practitioners. 

The  authorities  of  the  University  seeing  that  a  committee  from 
the  State  Society  had  intimated  that  they  did  not  desire  to  advise  the 
exclusion  of  homeopathy  from  the  University,  and  that,  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  they  were  urging  upon  the  Legislature,  they  were 
willing  to  associate  with  homeopaths  in  any  matter  that  involved  a 
public  interest,  concluded  that  the  Medical  Faculty  had  misrepre- 
sented the  sentiments  of  the  profession  on  this  subject,  and  they  thus 


made  an  arrangement  which,  in  their  judgment,  accorded  with  the 
expressed  sentiment  of  the  State  Medical  Society.  To  show  that  they, 
the  University  authorities,  did  not  do  so  much  to  outrage  the  dignity  of 
our  profession  as  the  State  Society  itself  had  done,  we  extract  from  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Medical  Legislation,  the  following  facts: 

First — On  the  16th  of  December,  1874,  a  committee  of  that  Society 
met  and  consulted  with  irregular  practitioners,  and,  together,  they 
framed  a  bill  on  medical  legislation  to  be  presented  to  the  Legislature, 
which  bill  was  ultimately  modified  and  presented. 

Second — That  this  committee  called  another  council  to  meet  in 
Lansing,  February  5,  1875,  to  which,  in  the  language  of  the  report, 
"  medical  gentlemen  of  all  schools,  and  those  especially  who  had 
expressed  dissent,  were  invited." 

Third — That,  in  the  bill  which  they  drew  up,  they  aimed  at  "the 
equitable  selection  of  the  members  of  the  Board  from  the  three  State 
medical  societies,''  viz.:  regular,  eclectic  and  homeopathic. 

Fourth — That  they  aimed  at  a  law  "free  from  the  suspicion  of 
favoritism  toward  medical  sects  and  individuals." 

Fifth — They  deplored  the  failure  of  the  passage  of  the  bill,  and 
complained  that  it  was  due  to  the  apparent  apathy  of  a  large  share  of 
the  regular  profession." 

Sixth — The  committee  completed  their  report  by  recommending 
that  the  State  Society  continue  its  efforts  in  this  direction. 

This  report,  of  which  the  above  is  the  substance,  was  accepted  and 
adopted  by  the  State  Medical  Society,  and  is  published  in  the  Trans- 
actions for  the  year  1875,  pages  319  et  seq. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1875,  Dr.  Pratt  moved  that  a  committee  of 
five  be  appointed  to  continue  this  work,  and  he  is  still  a  member  of 
such  committee.  (See  pages  208  and  350,  Transactions  of  State  Medical 
Society  for  1875.) 

In  justice  it  should  be  said  that,  .seeing  its  influence  on  the  home- 
opathic question  in  the  University,  it  was  opposed  by  members  of  the 
Medical  Faculty  of  the  University. 

The  Faculty  desire   further  to  represent  to  this  association  that 

they   have  always  acted  according  to  the  instructions  of  their  State 

Society,  (the  following  resolution,  passed  by  the  Society,  1865,  the  only 

one  ever  passed,)  being  their  guide  : 

Resolved,  That  until  such  time  arrives  that  the  Board  of  Regents 
shall  change  the  curriculum  of  the  medical  department,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  professors  thereof  should  continue  to  hold  their  res- 
pective  chairs.  But  should  such  a  change  be  accomplished  as  would 
directly  affect  the  curriculum,  we  believe  that  in  honor  to  themselves 
and  the  profession  to  which  they  belong,  and  whose  sympathies  (hey 
receive,  they  could  npt  consistently  remain,  and  their  resignations 
should  be  respectfully  submitted. 

In  1868,  a  change  was  made  affecting  the  curriculum  and  the  Fac- 
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ulty  promptly  tendered  their  resignations.     The  Regents  after  some 
months,  rescinded  their  action,  rather  than  accept  those  resignations. 

In  this  connection  we  are  compelled  to  slate  that  during  this  con- 
troversy with  the  Regents,  the  faculty  were  most  cruelly  denied  the 
support  and  sympathy  of  some  of  their  professional  brethren  in  the 
State.  While  it  was  expected  that  the  Regents  would  accept  the  res- 
ignations and  reorganize  the  school  from  those  who  would  fraternize 
with  homeopathy,  Dr.  Sager,  by  request  of  the  Faculty,  visited  De- 
troit to  confer  with  the  profession  there,  with  a  view  of  making  some 
arrangements  by  which  in  that  city  we  might  continue  our  school. 
He  returned  and  reported  to  us  that  he  had  held  an  interview  with  Dr. 
Jenks,  and  others,  and  that  they  proposed  to  organize  a  new  school  and 
fill  all  the  important  chairs  from  among  their  own  number,  and  that 
as  they  held  the  appointments  in  the  hospitals,  we  would  find  it  diffi- 
cult to  organize  there.  Disheartened  by  the  coldness  shown  them, 
the  faculty  scattered;  two  of  its  members  never  returned;  and  it  was 
several  years  before  a  faculty  was  again  permanently  organized. 

In  conclusion,  the  Faculty  of  the  medical  department  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Michigan  respectfully  submit  that  the  entire  action  of  the 
State  Medical  Society,  prior  to  its  last  meeting,  has  been  to  promote 
and  to  endeavor  to  secure  a  vastly  more  intimate  relation  between  the 
old  and  new  schools  than  that  which  now  obtains  in  the  University, 
and  that  they  (the  Faculty)  are  only  carrying  into  practice  the  princi- 
ples which  have  been  openly  advocated  by  the  Society.  They  there- 
fore hold  that  the  hostile  attitude  assumed  by  the  Society  at  its  last 
meeting,  is  not  only  inconsistent  with  its  former  action,  but  is  unjust  to 
us  ;  is  calculated  to  bring  contempt  upon  regular  medicine,  and  above 
all,  that  its  main  effect  will  be  to  dignify  and  advance  the  claims  of 
homeopathy,  and  give  it  a  still  stronger  hold  among  the  people.  And 
the  Faculty  are  prepared  to  show  either  before  the  judicial  council  or 
body  of  this  convention  : 

First — That  the  course  they  have  tnken  in  this  matter  is,  in  their 
opinion,  the  best  for  regular  medicine  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and 
the  only  course  consistent  with  the  code  of  ethics  adopted  by  this 
association. 

Second — That  this  attack  upon  them  is  not  prompted  by  a  desire 
to  remove  homeopathy  from  the  University,  but  by  a  desire  to  crush 
the  regular  medical  department  in  order  to  further  certain  private  in- 
terests. 

Third — That  the  action  of  the  State  Society  is  not  in  accord  with 
the  sentiment  of  the  majority  of  its  members,  or  of  the  profession  in 
the  State. 

Fourth — That  by  a  resolution  passed  May  11th,  1870,  the  Michigan 
!  tite  Medical  Society  violated  the  spirit  of  section  four  of  Article   1st 
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of  our  code  regulating  "the  duties  of  physicians  to  each  other  and  the 
profession  at  large." 

Fifth — That  by  another  resolution  passed  by  the  above  society,  on 
the  day  above  mentioned,  it  violated  article  second  of  the  American 
code  regulating  "  the  duties  of  the  profession  to  the  public  and  the 
obligations  of  the  public  to  the  profession." 

Sixth — That  by  its  inconsistence  and  illiberal  conduct  in  this 
matter,  it  has  openly  violated  Article  1st  of  the  code  regulating 
"  duties  for  the  support  of  professional  character." 

Having  laid  before  your  honorable  body  the  foregoing  statement 
of  the  facts  connected  with  this  controversy,  we  respectfully  request 
that  you  will  now  determine  whether  or  not  you  will  admit  to  fellow- 
ship the  regular  medical  graduates  of  the  University  of  Michigan.  We 
ask  nothing  as  a  favor,  but  simply  that  your  decision  be  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  code  of  ethics,  and  with  the 
sole  purpose  of  advancing  the  interests  of  our  common  profession. 

E.  S.  DUNSTEK,  M.  D., 

Acting  Dean. 
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